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ABSTRACT 
 
This study investigates whether language and nonlanguage factors affect 
international undergraduates’ perceptions of international teaching assistants (ITAs). 
Fifty-five students enrolled in first-year composition classes listened to a short lecture 
under one of three guises related to nationality of the speaker and rated the lecture and the 
speaker based on eight response variables. Results indicate that the information provided 
to participants about the nationality of the speaker did not influence their perception of 
both lecture and speaker. However, when participants' variables were analyzed, 
statistically significant results were found for two response variables: accent and speaker 
likeability. The results for accent indicate that the actual degree of accentedness that 
participants perceived in the speaker’s speech, not nationality, influenced their ratings. As 
for likeability of the speaker, raters favored the supposed Brazilian TA. This finding may 
be related to stereotypes of Brazilian people and culture worldwide or to previous socio-
cultural experiences that participants may have had with Brazilian individuals. 
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Because of globalization and the growing number of immigrants and international 
students coming to the United States, the relationship between native and non-native 
speakers has significantly become part of daily life. Native speakers’ perception of the 
language of various groups can provide important insights into these relationships and 
how native speakers perceive these groups (Lindemann, 2005). 
 According to Lindemann (2005), “evaluations of language varieties can be 
understood as evaluations of the groups who speak them rather than of language per se” 
(p. 188). In other words, language itself does not seem to trigger negative reactions of 
native speakers towards nonnative speakers but their skin color, countries of origin, 
cultural and religious background, and so on. Therefore, this “linguistic prejudice” 
becomes a problem in the interaction between native and nonnative speakers of English. 
Lindemann (2005) adds that a term may be used with several meanings, and the same 
perceived characteristics may be described using more neutral or negative terms. She 
mentions the term “broken”, a descriptor that is commonly used to describe the speech 
produced by nonnative speakers. However, according to her, this term may also be used 
to refer to anything regarding utterances, such as frequent pauses or incomprehensible or 
very low-proficiency speech. 
The relationship between native and nonnative speakers in America takes place in 
quite a few different socio-cultural contexts. Higher education is an example of a context 
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that requires a high degree of interaction among native and nonnative speakers in and out 
of the classroom, especially between teachers and students.  
As the number of international teaching assistants in the United States has 
increased throughout the years, there has been a growing concern about communication 
between undergraduate students and their international teaching assistants (ITAs) both in 
classrooms and in office hours (Damron, 2003). The term “international teaching 
assistants” refers to instructors whose first or native language is not English. Davis 
(1991) argues that the lack of oral proficiency and cultural differences are generally 
judged to be two major problems that ITAs face when teaching at American universities. 
He adds that the assertions are that ITAs cannot communicate effectively with students in 
the classroom due to their limited oral proficiency and that the interaction between 
instructors and students is not effective because of different expectations regarding the 
role of both instructors and students and the goals and processes of higher education. This 
work is an attempt to investigate how international or nonnative undergraduate students 
react to international teaching assistants with emphasis on both language and 
nonlanguage factors. 
1.1 Purpose of the Study 
 
Many are the studies that aim at investigating accentedness and intelligibility in 
the communication process between native and nonnative speakers. Also, research has 
been carried out in regards to how American students perceive international teaching 
assistants. The results have shown that North American undergraduate students seem to 
have difficulties in discriminating levels of accentedness and even international teaching 
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assistants who have near native-like pronunciation may still be highly stigmatized by 
North American undergraduates (Rubin, 1992). An overview of some of these studies is 
given in Chapter 2 (Literature Review). Although the literature provides a number of 
studies investigating how American undergraduate students react to international 
teaching assistants (ITAs), not much has been done in regards to how international 
undergraduate students react to these nonnative teaching assistants.  The following 
statistics show why this is an important issue. According to the Open Doors (2007), an 
annual report published by the Institute of International Education (IIE) with support 
from the U.S. Department of State's Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, the 
number of international students enrolled in American colleges and universities increased 
by 3% in the academic year 2006/2007 comprising a total of 582,984. This number 
represents 3.9% of the total enrollment in higher education. The number of international 
undergraduate students was 170,195. Since nearly 4% of undergraduate classrooms in 
American universities are composed of international students, and in some fields like 
engineering, mathematics, chemistry, and physics, it is much higher, it is essential that 
higher education institutions, including faculty, administrators, supervisors, TA trainers, 
and teaching assistants, become aware of how native and nonnative students perceive 
ITAs. This awareness would play a key role in how these institutions prepare and train 
their ITAs so that these ITAs can successfully interact with native and nonnative students 
alike both in and out of the classroom. The main purpose of this study is to examine 
which type of factor, language or nonlanguage, plays a bigger role on how international 
students react to international teaching assistants. Therefore, this study investigates how 
international students studying at Iowa State University rate international teaching 
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assistants’ accent, speech speed, and comprehensibility. In addition, it also focuses on 
nonlanguage factors such as level of interest of the lecture, usefulness of the lecture, 
speaker likeability, and speaker’s teaching ability and style. The study also examines to 
what extent raters’ gender, first language, number of previous ITAs, and attributed 
nationality of the speaker influence participants’ evaluation of ITAS. The importance of 
this study lies in the fact that it complements previous studies focusing on how American 
undergraduates perceive international TAs and may shed light on which factors, language 
and/or nonlanguage, really affect how native and nonnative undergraduates react to 
international teaching assistants.  
1.2 Research Questions 
 
  The main purpose of this study is to investigate how nonnative undergraduates at 
Iowa State University rate international teaching assistants based on language and 
nonlanguage factors. The 55 participants involved in the study were divided into three 
treatment groups and asked to watch and rate a lecture and its speaker. The eight response 
variables were accent, speed, comprehensibility (language factors), level of interest of the 
lecture, usefulness of the lecture, likeability of the speaker, teaching ability of the 
speaker, and teaching style of the speaker (nonlanguage factors). The predictor variables 
were attributed nationality of the speaker, raters’ gender, raters’ first language (L1), and 
number of previous ITAs. Although the lecture was exactly the same for all three groups, 
each group was given different information about the speaker. Group I was told that the 
speaker is an Egyptian teaching assistant at ISU, Group II received the information that 
the speaker is a Brazilian teaching assistant at ISU, and Group III was given the 
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information that the speaker is an American teaching assistant at ISU. The research 
questions for the study are as follows: 
1. Do the three groups rate the lecture differently depending on what they are told 
about the speaker? 
2. If the ratings differ, in what specific areas do the groups rate the lecture 
differently? 
3. How do the ratings differ across groups depending on raters’ gender, first 
language (L1), and number of international teaching assistants they had class with 
before the study? 
1.3 Organization of the Study 
 
The next chapter, Chapter 2, presents a literature review of the theoretical 
underpinnings relevant for this study.  Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of the 
methods and materials used in the study, including participants, data collection tools and 
procedures, and methods for data analysis. Chapter 4 presents and discusses the results 
for each of the three research questions separately. The last chapter, Chapter 5, 
summarizes the most relevant findings, addresses the limitations and implications of the 
study, and provides suggestions for future research.   
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CHAPTER 2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Chapter 2 provides a literature review of theoretical and empirical research in 
order to establish the theoretical basis for this study. The chapter opens with an overview 
of how intelligibility is or is not affected by accent. The second section of the chapter 
provides a summary of research regarding how American undergraduates react to 
international teaching assistants (ITAs). Finally, the last section in the chapter deals with 
nonnative speakers’ perceptions of foreign accents. 
2.1 Accent and Intelligibility 
 
What are the factors that influence the way native and nonnative undergraduate 
students perceive international teaching assistants (ITAs)? This is a hard question to 
answer because many are the factors and aspects that come into play during this 
perception process. Among these factors we may find age, sex, country of origin, 
teaching style, cultural background, personality, first language, accent, content or topical 
knowledge, and so on (Gill, 1994; Rubin & Smith 1990; Rubin, 1992).  
Accentedness, defined as the extent to which a second language learner speech is 
perceived to differ from native speaker norms (Oyama, 1982; Patkowski, 1990), is often 
regarded by native speakers as the biggest constraint in the communication process 
between them and nonnative speakers. Accentedness is closely related to intelligibility 
because, depending on the level of accent of the international teaching assistant, it is 
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believed that the communication process is interrupted or “broken” as students claim that 
they are not able to understand their instructors.  
Munro and Derwing (1995) argue that research on the speech of second language 
learners “has indicated that non-native utterances can be evaluated along several 
dimensions” (p. 290) and that because there are some inconsistencies in the ways in 
which these dimensions are interpreted and in the methods used to rate the speech of 
second language (L2) learners, they define three dimensions that are relevant: 
intelligibility, the extent to which an utterance is understood, comprehensibility, the 
listener’s perceptions of difficulty in understanding certain utterances, and accentedness, 
how strong the speaker’s foreign accent is perceived to be. Levis (2005) adds that the 
intelligibility principle “carries a sensitivity to context. Intelligibility assumes both a 
listener and a speaker, and both are essential elements for communication” (p. 372). 
The three dimensions mentioned above are really important in the process of 
interaction between native and nonnative speakers because they are interrelated. 
However, accentedness seems to be the first dimension to be judged in the interaction 
between those two groups of speakers. Munro and Derwing (1995) point out that even 
when the message conveyed by an L2 speaker is completely understood, accent may have 
an impact on communication because listeners sometimes show prejudice against specific 
groups of L2 speakers or against nonnative accents in general. They also mention that a 
number of researchers have noted a degree of “irritation”, a downgrade of attitudes 
towards speakers, or discrimination because of a nonnative accent or nonstandard dialect. 
Listeners will rate some speakers’ utterances as heavily accented even though these 
utterances are perfectly intelligible and totally comprehensible. Impatience, inexperience 
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with L2 speakers, or prejudice are some of the factors leading listeners to react negatively 
to accented speech (Rubin, 1992; Lippi-Green, 1997; Munro, 2003; Munro et al., 2006).  
A vast number of studies investigating accentedness and intelligibility have been 
carried out for some decades now. These studies refer to the interaction between native 
and nonnative speakers of English and how native speakers tend to perceive nonnative 
speakers and their accents. Following is an overview of some of the studies that have 
been conducted in the field. These studies have shed light on the issue of accentedness 
and intelligibility and to what extent the first affects the latter in the communication and 
interaction process between native and nonnative speakers of English. 
In 1995, Munro and Derwing carried out a study in which twenty native English 
listeners heard a set of English true or false statements uttered by ten native speakers of 
English and ten native speakers of Mandarin. The aim of the study was to determine the 
effect of a foreign accent on sentence processing time. The listeners were asked to assess 
the truth value of the statements and rate accent and comprehensibility. The results 
showed that the Mandarin-accented utterances required more time to evaluate than those 
of the native speakers. In addition, the utterances that received low comprehensibility 
ratings tended to take longer to process than moderately or highly comprehensible 
utterances. However, the results showed no evidence that accentedness or the degree of 
accent was related to processing time.  
Another study looking at the relationship among perceived comprehensibility, 
intelligibility and accentedness was conducted by Derwing and Munro in 1997. The 
purpose of the study was to investigate further the relationship among those three 
dimensions with focus on grammatical errors, phonemic errors, prosody nativeness and 
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speaking rate. 48 speakers, 12 speakers of Cantonese, 12 speakers of Japanese, 12 of 
Polish, and 12 of Spanish were given the task to describe and record a story in their own 
words based on a series of cartoons. The 26 native listeners (all born and raised in 
Canada and enrolled in undergraduate university courses) were asked to transcribe then 
rate the accent and comprehensibility of the recorded stories, provide information on their 
familiarity with the four accents, and identify the L1 backgrounds of the speakers. The 
results obtained from correlational analyses indicated that the three dimensions - 
perceived comprehensibility, intelligibility and accentedness - are clearly related but not 
equivalent. Also, although some features of accent may be very salient, they do not 
necessarily affect intelligibility. Finally, discrepancy between perceived 
comprehensibility ratings and success in transcribing the texts suggests that some 
accented though completely intelligible utterances may require additional effort or 
processing time, which drives native listeners to rate them as difficult to understand. 
Derwing and Munro suggest further research on individual differences in understanding 
accented speech because only differences in familiarity cannot account for the range of 
responses in accentedness and comprehensibility tasks. 
As for speech speed and comprehensibility, Munro and Derwing (1998) carried 
out a study to test the hypothesis that accented speech heard at a reduced rate would 
sound less accented and more comprehensible than that produced at a normal rate. In two 
experiments, English native speakers rated a passage read by 10 high level proficiency 
Mandarin learners of English. In the first experiment, 20 listeners assessed passages that 
were read slowly as more accented and less comprehensible than normal-rate passages. In 
the second experiment, the speaking rates were modified using a Macintosh computer. 
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Twenty listeners preferred some of the speeded passages, but none of the slowed ones. 
Munro and Derwing found that the results clearly did not support their hypothesis, which 
was that a further reduction in speaking rates would lead to less accented, more 
comprehensible speech output. In fact, they showed a reverse tendency as the Mandarin 
speakers were generally judged to be less comprehensible and more accented when they 
slowed down. 
Once again, in 2001, Derwing and Munro carried out another empirical study 
whose aim was to assess the appropriateness of the speech rate of narratives read by both 
native speakers of English and Mandarin learners of English. Two groups of ESL 
participants, native Mandarin listeners and a mixed group of speakers of other languages, 
were asked to rate the narratives using a 9-point scale ranging from “too slow” (1) to “too 
fast” (9). The narratives were played at their normal rate and three different rates 
manipulated in the computer: the mean Mandarin rate, the mean English rate, and a 
reduced rate, which was 10 percent slower than the Mandarin rate. The results showed 
that, in general, the modifications in the speed did not present improvements in the 
ratings. Nevertheless, the listeners tended to assign higher rates to accelerated 
productions in comparison to the natural rate productions from the slowest Mandarin 
speakers. As Zhao (1997, cited in Derwing & Munro, 2001) points out, it is usually 
assumed that slower speech improves intelligibility. However, in this study the results 
showed that it is clearly not the case. In some situations, when nonnative speakers are 
asked to decrease their speaking rate, their accent becomes stronger, thus hindering 
comprehensibility in the communication process. Derwing and Munro claim that this 
particular study focuses on rate preferences rather than on actual comprehension. For the 
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authors, rate preferences may indicate listeners’ general comfort with certain speakers 
and even their willingness to engage in interactions. They add that “if an interlocutor 
seems to speak much too quickly or much too slowly, listeners may sometimes feel 
frustrated and may decide that it takes too much effort to communicate with that speaker” 
(p. 326). The researchers concluded that “the findings indicate that once L2 listeners have 
reached high proficiency levels, there may be no need to further slow the non-native 
input they receive” (p. 335). 
In another study, also carried out in 2001, Munro and Derwing conducted two 
experiments to analyze the role of speaking rate in the effects of age of learning, length of 
residence, and motivation on L2 users’ degree of foreign accent. In the first experiment 
they observed a significant curvilinear relationship between speaking rates and 
accentedness and comprehensibility judgments of utterances produced by users with 
several different L1 backgrounds. The second experiment consisted of speeches 
manipulated with speech compression-expansion software. In both experiments the 
listeners tended to assign the highest ratings to L2 speech that was somewhat faster than 
the rates generally used by a second language user. Nevertheless, very fast and very slow 
speech received less high rates. According to Derwing and Munro (2001), the foreign 
accentedness score is affected by a variety of properties of a particular utterance. 
Examples of these properties would be the number of segmental errors in the utterance 
such as phone substitutions, deletions, and insertions and the utterance’s overall prosodic 
accuracy. They argue that “the more errors produced, the worse the ratings tend to be” (p. 
453), and that L2 speakers may be more prone to making more segmental and prosodic 
errors when they are asked to speak at “uncomfortably fast rates” (p. 454). 
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Munro and Derwing (2006) argue that the pronunciation of a second language in a 
way that it is intelligible to a broad range of interlocutors should be the aim of most L2 
learners. However, it is not practical in many second language programs to offer 
independent pronunciation classes, so they are offered as a minor part of speaking classes 
or throughout the entire program. Even in classes that are entirely dedicated to 
pronunciation, teachers are uncertain as to the type of content they should focus on. In 
this study, Munro and Derwing’s aim is to test the usefulness of the theoretical principle 
of functional load (FL) as a means of determining which consonant distinctions play a 
greater influence on listeners’ perceptions of accentedness and comprehensibility. The 
participants were asked to rate, on a scale of 1 to 9, the degree of accentedness and 
comprehensibility of 23 sentences. The sentences were uttered by proficient Cantonese 
speakers who had moved to Canada after the age of 16 and had maintained a noticeable 
accent and by native speakers of English (NSs). The purpose of having sentences 
produced by NSs was to guarantee that participants could distinguish accented speech 
from native speech. The results showed that high FL errors had relatively big effects on 
both perceptual scales, whereas the low FL errors had a minimal effect on 
comprehensibility. In regards to the obtained results, the authors claim that they not only 
shed light on the distinction between accentedness and intelligibility but also suggest the 
effectiveness of FL in informing some aspects of pronunciation teaching.  
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2.2 American Undergraduates’ Perception of International 
Teaching Assistants 
 
As mentioned in the previous section of this chapter, several are the factors 
influencing American undergraduates’ perceptions of TAs’ language competence. It is 
difficult to assess the extent to which ITAs impact North American undergraduates. Most 
complaints from native undergraduate students about international instructors concern 
poor English language proficiency and/or communicative competence (Bailey, 1983, 
1984; Lindemann, 2002; Rubin & Smith, 1990; Rubin, 1992; Rubin et al., 1999; 
Williams, 1992). However, studies conducted in the field have shown that factors other 
than linguistic reality play a bigger role on American undergraduates’ perceptions of 
ITAs.  
Attitude, a fundamental concept in the field of social psychology, is regarded by 
authorities as one of the aspects that have a major influence on individuals’ perceptions 
and evaluations of their social environment and behavior. The importance of 
investigating attitude lies in the fact that it may lead to stereotyping (Mckenzie, 2008). In 
a linguistic context, for instance, a speaker’s speech can trigger social stereotypes that 
may not represent the reality of the social group to which the speaker belongs. Attitude is 
often one of the variables taken into account in empirical research regarding perceptions 
of ITAs by American undergraduates.   
 One study that investigates the relationship between attitude and stereotypes was 
conducted by Orth in 1982. For his doctoral dissertation, he examined the influence of 
different factors on undergraduates’ evaluation of language proficiency of international 
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teaching assistants (ITAs). In his study, 618 American undergraduate students enrolled in 
freshman composition courses listened to tape-recorded lectures by 10 ITAs teaching 
economics, business, and statistics. The participants then rated the language proficiency 
of the ITAs. The variables analyzed were four: course attitude, ethnocentrism, 
authoritarianism, and social distance. The data were gathered through a series of 
questionnaires. The results showed that the ratings of teaching effectiveness were 
strongly correlated with student satisfaction with their final grades and with speaking 
proficiency ratings. The areas that participants showed more dissatisfaction with were 
interpersonal, linguistic, and intercultural, respectively. Orth found that participants’ 
ratings of ITAs’ language proficiency were related to their attitudes toward the course, 
their grade in the course, and the ITAs’ interest in the students. Based on his study and on 
the results obtained, Orth argues that negative evaluations of ITAs’ speech are frequently 
based on social myths rather than on real linguistic ability. 
Rubin and Smith (1990) investigated undergraduates’ language attitudes towards 
ITAs based on three independent variables: instructor ethnicity (Caucasian or Oriental), 
level of accentedness (moderate or high), and lecture topic (humanities or science).  The 
technique used by the researchers was a matched guise. Two Chinese speakers with high 
fluency in English recorded two lecture samples with a moderate and a high level of 
accent. The 92 participants (enrolled in an introductory class in speech communication) 
listened to a single speech sample of about four minutes in length. While they listened to 
the lecture, a photograph of the instructor (either a Caucasian or an Oriental woman) was 
projected. The photograph continued to be projected as the participants completed three 
instruments: a cloze test of listening comprehension, a set of semantic differential items, 
  
 
15 
and a background survey consisting of 16 items related to demographics, experience with 
international instructors, and non-school experiences with nonnative speakers of English. 
The results showed that factors like lecture topic and instructor ethnicity were more 
powerful determinants of undergraduates’ attitudes and comprehension than the 
instructor’s actual language competence. The perception of speaker ethnicity was also 
affected by accent. The Caucasian instructor speaking with a moderate accent was 
perceived as more Caucasian and less Oriental than the same instructor speaking with a 
higher level of accent. Also, when students perceived a higher level of accent, they 
judged the speaker to be a poor teacher.  
In 1992 Rubin replicated and extended the study summarized above. In this 
replication, because the speakers could not fully adopt a native-like Standard American 
English (SAE), accent was eliminated as a factor. Instead, the 62 North American 
graduate participants were asked to rate SAE-speaking instructors of a variety of 
ethnicities. In order to operationalize ethnicity, the photograph of a Caucasian or Chinese 
woman was projected on the screen while the participants listened to one of two four-
minute lectures. Both lectures were recorded by the same speaker, a native speaker of 
English with good teaching experience and effective and clear classroom delivery. 
Another experiment in the same study used a regression analysis to predict teacher 
ratings and comprehension scores. In this second experiment raters listened to a wide 
range of stimulus: either high or moderate Chinese accent (recorded by two Chinese 
speakers), or to SAE accent. Half the participants listened to the lecture in conjunction 
with the picture of an Asian teaching assistant, about one-third of the participants listened 
to the lecture in conjunction with a picture of a Caucasian/European teaching assistant, 
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and about one-sixth listened to the lecture without any photographs. The results indicated 
that perceived accent was highly related to teacher ratings – the higher the accent, the 
lower the rating of teacher effectiveness. Thus, perceived accentedness, not actual accent, 
was negatively connected to instructor ratings. In regards to perceived accent, the results 
for this study showed that accent was perceived as more foreign and less standard for the 
Asian instructor’s photograph. Rubin argues that “these results provide dramatic evidence 
that North American undergraduates are reacting to factors extraneous to just language 
proficiency when they are asked to react to NNSTAs” (p.p. 518-519). 
Gill (1994) also investigated accent and stereotypes and their effect on student 
perception of teachers and lecture comprehension. In addition to looking at the 
relationship between stereotypes and perceptions, the researcher poses two research 
questions about teachers’ accent and comprehensibility. The first question examines 
whether the presence of stereotypes in students affects their perceptions of teachers. The 
second question investigates whether the presence of stereotypes affects lecture 
comprehension. The stimulus consisted of three-minute taped lectures with three different 
levels of accents: British, Standard North American, and Malaysian. The Malaysian 
accent was the one considered to be most dissimilar from participants’ accent. The 90 
participants, randomly distributed into six treatment groups, heard a lecture delivered by 
a speaker of one of the accents, responded to a stereotyping index scale, answered scaled 
items evaluating their perceptions, responded to an open recall task, and responded to 
five factual information questions about the lecture. Regarding accent, the results showed 
that the highest (more positive) ratings were assigned to the American standard accent. 
The British accent received lower (more negative) rates than the American English accent 
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but higher than the Malaysian accent. As for perception of teachers, students favored 
American English accented teachers. No significant differences were found between 
perceptions of British and Malaysian teachers. Stereotyping showed no measurable effect 
on perception formation or comprehensibility.  
Another study that looked at stereotypes was that of Rubin et al. (1999).  The 
researchers were particularly interested in examining the responses of participants who 
were members of Greek letter social organizations because previous studies had pointed 
out that these individuals were more prone to xenophobic stereotypes. The participants 
were 101 undergraduate students enrolled in basic speech communication courses at a 
southeastern American university. 41% of the participants reported belonging to a Greek 
organization. The stimulus was a six-minute taped-recorded lecture in English given by a 
native Dutch speaker.  All the participants listened to the same lecture, but the 
photograph projected during the lecture was either of a Chinese male or of a dark-haired 
Caucasian. Half of the participants were told that the Chinese instructor was from Taipei, 
Taiwan; the other half was led to believe that the Caucasian instructor was from Portland, 
Oregon. The measurement materials were a listening comprehension cloze test, a speech 
evaluation instrument, a perceived teaching ability scale, a perceived lecture quality 
scale, and a questionnaire to measure attitudes towards ITAs. One of the main findings 
was that negative perceptions of the instructor’s status, friendliness, teaching 
competence, and lecture quality were closely related to the instructor’s attributed 
nationality. Another interesting finding is that the stereotyping effect was equal for both 
Greek-affiliated and non-Greek affiliated participants. The researchers conclude that the 
results corroborate conclusions that some ITAs are unfairly subjected to negative 
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evaluations regardless of their real teaching style and that “students’ complaints of poor 
language and communication skills among their instructors need to be thoroughly 
assessed” (p. 11). 
Brown (1988, 1992) carried out a study to investigate the differences in American 
undergraduates’ perception of ITAs’ personal aesthetic qualities, language competence, 
and teaching competence.  The main purpose of the study was to examine to what degree 
undergraduates’ assessments of ITAs were based on language factors (accent, 
grammaticality, and fluency) versus nonlanguage factors (ethnicity, appearance, and 
teaching competence). The study involved 438 undergraduate students who listened to an 
eight-minute lecture on the topic of sustainable agriculture. The stimulus was a video-
taped lecture by a foreign-accent speaker who was half Ethiopian and half Italian. The 
speaker’s first language was Arabic; he had been raised in Sudan and was educated in an 
English medium school.  Although the lecture was the same for all the participants, 
different groups received different information about the speaker: the fixed effects were 
country of origin (Italy, Sudan, and Iran), educational status (professor, TA), and native 
speakerness (bilingual, English in high school and college). Listeners watched the lecture 
and completed a 15-item 5-point alternating pole semantic differential 
questionnairedesigned to measure the speaker’s personal aesthetic qualities, language 
competence, and teaching competence. Through a multivariate analysis of variance, 
Brown found out that country of origin was a statistically significant aspect in judgments 
of language competence and educational status was statistically significant in regards to 
personal aesthetic qualities. Brown (1992) concludes that although the speaker that 
listeners saw on the videotape was a perfectly intelligible, comprehensible speaker, 
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“listeners’ judgments of his personal aesthetic quality, his language competence, and his 
teaching competence varied depending on stimulus information listeners received about 
the speaker” (pp. 258-259). 
Plakans (1997) also looked at undergraduate students’ attitudes towards 
international teaching assistants. She examined the relationship between undergraduates’ 
attitudes towards ITAs and their year of enrollment, sex, age, expected GPA, experience 
outside the United States, hometown size and location, U.S. citizenship, and involvement 
in campus activities. In addition to attitudes, Plakans investigated the experience 
undergraduates had with ITAs and how these students dealt with the problems they faced 
with their ITAs. 1,819 participants filled out a survey based on Fox’s Questionnaire 
About International Teaching Assistants (QUITA). The survey contained three parts: 
participants’ background information, questions about their experiences with ITAs, and 
positive or negative statements of attitude towards ITAs that participants agreed or 
disagreed with. One-hundred students, divided into four groups, participated in focus-
group interviews following the completion of the questionnaire.  The purpose of the 
interview was to have participants elaborate on and clarify the answers they provided in 
the questionnaire. Like in other similar studies, the results in this study showed that 
students who had had experience with one ITA or more had a more negative attitude 
towards them than students who did not have any experience with ITAs. Plakans also 
found that older students and females showed a more positive attitude towards ITAs than 
males and younger students (18 to 24 years old).  
As for language factors, Hahn (2004) claims that “numerous pedagogical 
resources on ESL/EFL pronunciation advocate teaching nonnative speakers (NNSs) 
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suprasegmentals to improve the intelligibility of their speech. However, little empirical 
support exists for such claims” (p. 201). She argues that awareness of how several 
prosodic features affect the way native speakers process nonnative speech would shed 
light on the rationale for current pronunciation pedagogy and affect the training of 
international teaching assistants. In this study, she proposes to investigate the reactions of 
native English speakers (NESs) to nonnative primary stress in English discourse. The 
study involved 90 participants who were first-semester freshman students at a large 
Midwestern university who had no significant differences in exposure to nonnative 
speech. The participants were randomly assigned to three experimental groups. The 
stimuli were three versions of a speech given by a Korean international teaching assistant 
with high proficiency in English and experience as an ITA. The versions contained 
correctly placed primary stress, incorrectly placed primary stress, and missing primary 
stress. The participants had two tasks: understand and remember the content of the lecture 
and monitor for a tone presented sporadically (3-7 second interval) in the background of 
the speech and click the mouse. The computer measured the reaction time between the 
tone and the mouse click. The procedures were the same for all the three versions. The 
obtained results indicated that participants significantly remembered more content of the 
lecture with correctly placed primary stress and that participants listening to this lecture 
had a shorter time reaction to the randomized tones. Hahn also found that participants 
tended to process this speech more easily, but the result was not statistically significant. 
As for misplaced stress and missing stress, she believes that misplaced primary stress 
may hinder comprehension more than missing primary stress, but the results are 
  
 
21 
inconclusive. Hahn’s overall conclusion is that correctly placed primary stress in 
extended nonnative discourse facilitates communication.  
 One interesting study is that of Nisbett and Wilson (1977), which sheds light on 
individuals’ perception of others and how they evaluate them. The purpose of Nisbett and 
Wilson’s study was to assess participants’ reports about the nature and direction of the 
influence of global evaluations of attributes (halo effect). The stimuli consisted of two 
different video-taped interviews with the same speaker, a native French-speaking Belgian 
college instructor who spoke English with a moderate accent. In one of the interviews, 
the speaker presented himself as a likable teacher, respectful of his students’ motivation 
and intelligence, approachable, and passionate about his subject. In the other interview, 
he presented himself as a rigid, distant, and unlikable teacher. After watching the 
interview, the 118 undergraduates taking part in the study were asked to evaluate the 
instructor on his likeability, attractiveness of physical appearance, mannerisms, and 
accent. The participants who watched the interview with the friendly instructor rated his 
accent, appearance, and mannerisms as appealing, whereas the participants who watched 
the interview with the cold instructor rated these features as irritating. The participants 
were unaware of the influence of global evaluations on ratings of attributes. As a matter 
of fact, the participants who watched the interview and rated the cold instructor actually 
believed that the direction of influence was opposite to the true direction. They stated that 
their ratings of the instructor’s attributes were not affected by their dislike of him but 
lowered the instructor’s global evaluations. According to Nisbett and Wilson, “results 
indicate that global evaluations of a person can induce altered evaluations of the person's 
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attributes, even when there is sufficient information to allow for independent assessments 
of them” (p. 250). 
2.3 Nonnative Speakers’ Perception of Foreign-accented 
Speech 
 
The theoretical and empirical research overview presented in the two previous 
sections of this chapter shed light on the issue of how native speakers (NSs) react to the 
speech of nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English. Since the number of nonnative speakers 
of English worldwide is about four times bigger than the number of native speakers 
(Kachru, 1996), it is essential that we investigate and understand how nonnative speakers 
perceive the speech of other nonnative speakers. Munro et al. (2006) argue that NNSs’ 
responses to NNSs’ utterances may vary depending on the degree of familiarity with or 
exposure to accents or on the listener’s first language.  Bent and Bradlow (2003) claim 
that nonnative listeners may regard foreign-accented speech more intelligible than native 
speech, and that the opposite may be true for native listeners.  
As for the definition of foreign-accented speech, Munro and Derwing (1995) 
define it as “non-pathological speech that differs in some noticeable respects from native 
speaker pronunciation norms” (p. 289). By non-pathological speech, the authors mean 
accent that is not caused by speech impediment. Listeners’ judgments of accentedness are 
related to a number of relatively objective variables such as age of second language (L2) 
learning, segmental error frequency, prosodic features, and acoustic dimensions. 
Therefore, accentedness is fundamentally a perceptual phenomenon (Munro & Derwing, 
1998). 
  
 
23 
Munro and Derwing (1995) claim that from the perspective of both speaker and 
listener, foreign-accented speech may cause several communicative “costs” (p. 290). The 
authors argue that in some instances, utterances may be partially or fully misunderstood 
because listeners are not able to recognize parts of speech (e.g. phonetic segments, words, 
or larger units) that are pronounced with an accent.  
According to Janicki (1985), foreignness is relative to the situation “a ‘linguistic 
foreigner’ may be defined as a speaker whose language either is totally incomprehensible 
to other participants or its integrative function is perceived as foreign by the remaining 
participants of interaction” (p. 10).  
One study that investigates listeners’ perception of nonnative speakers’ speech 
was conducted by Munro et al. (2006). In this study they replicate and extend their 1997 
study (reported in the previous section of this chapter). The focus of the replication is to 
investigate how listeners from several L1 backgrounds react to extemporaneous L2 
speech based on accent, comprehensibility, and intelligibility. The 40 raters (10 
Cantonese, 10 Japanese, 10 Mandarin, and 10 native English listeners) were asked to 
transcribe then rate 48 utterances produced by Cantonese, Japanese, Polish, and Spanish 
speakers. Through an informal evaluation of the speakers’ production, the researchers 
observed that the degree of accent of the speakers varied from moderate to strong. 
Nevertheless, they do not define ‘moderate’ or ‘strong’. The results showed that despite 
the potential influences on listeners’ reaction to L2 speech, listeners from three different 
L1 backgrounds showed moderate to moderately high correlation in their responses in all 
three dimensions. Also, the findings demonstrate that L1 background and experience with 
a given accent were minor factors in the ability to understand the L2 speech. According 
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to the researchers, they found remarkable similarities in the way that Cantonese, 
Japanese, Mandarin, and native speakers responded to speech production by 
intermediate-level ESL speakers with linguistic backgrounds different and similar to their 
own. 
Another study, carried out by Bent and Bradlow in 2003, investigated the 
perception of foreign-accented speech by listeners from different L1 backgrounds. In this 
study, the main interest of the researchers was to examine the effect of listener-speaker 
match or mismatch in native language background and the interaction of this listener-
speaker match or mismatch with speaker proficiency in the target language (English). 
The speakers were two native speakers of Chinese, two native speakers of Korean, and 
one native speaker of English. The listeners were Chinese (21), Korean (10), native 
speakers of English (21), and a mixed group of nonnative speakers from several L1 
backgrounds (12). The stimuli were 60 sentences divided into five lists of 12 sentences 
each. The listeners listened to all the sentences and transcribed them. After the 
transcription, the listeners participated in a vocabulary familiarity test composed of 75 
items. The results for the familiarity test showed that a vast majority of the listeners were 
familiar with all the words. As for intelligibility, the findings were that for nonnative 
listeners the intelligibility of high proficiency speakers from the same L1 background was 
equal to the intelligibility of native speakers (matched interlanguage speech intelligibility 
benefit). According to the researchers, these results may be explained by the fact that 
nonnative speech production and perception are systematically associated with native 
language sound structure. As for mismatched interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit, 
the results showed that for nonnative listeners, the speech intelligibility of nonnative 
  
 
25 
speakers from different L1 backgrounds was equal to or greater than the intelligibility of 
native speakers. A possible explanation for this finding is that nonnative listeners share 
knowledge of the target language construction along with the strategies that listeners and 
speakers use when learning to produce and perceive a foreign language. 
Major et. al (2002) also looked at the effects of nonnative accents on listening 
comprehension. The purpose of their study was to investigate if listeners perform 
significantly better on a listening comprehension test when the speaker shares the 
listeners’ first language. The study involved 400 listeners: 100 Chinese participants, 100 
Colombian participants, 100 Japanese participants, and 100 American participants. Each 
group of participants was divided into two, making a total of eight groups. The speakers 
were two native speakers of Chinese, two native speakers of Spanish, two native speakers 
of Japanese, and two native speakers of standard American English. The stimuli used 
were eight two-minute lectures on a variety of subjects provided to the researchers by 
ETS (Educational Testing Service). The lectures had been used previously on 
institutional and international TOEFL exams. The tests were administered to listeners in 
their countries of origin. Each group heard all the eight lectures given by different 
speakers and answered four questions based on each lecture. The results showed that 
listening to a lecture by speakers sharing the same native language was an advantage only 
for Spanish-speaking listeners. They scored higher on the test when hearing lectures 
given by Spanish speakers. The researchers also found out that hearing speakers with the 
same native language was a disadvantage for Chinese-speaking listeners. They scored 
higher when hearing other L1 speakers than when hearing lectures given by native 
speakers of Chinese. Another very interesting finding in this study is that when listening 
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to lectures given by nonnative speakers of English, all the nonnative listeners scored 
higher when the lecture was delivered by Spanish speakers. In fact, the scores obtained 
by Chinese and Japanese listeners when hearing Spanish speakers were not statistically 
significant when compared to the scores that they obtained when hearing native speakers 
of English. The authors argue that a possible explanation for this finding “relates to the 
prosodic characteristics of Spanish, Chinese, and Japanese, particularly rhythm” (p. 186). 
Spanish is a syllable-timed language while English is a stress-timed language. Though 
Chinese is a tonal language and Japanese a mora-time language (a language in which 
particular consonants may take up the same amount of time in rhythm as syllables), they 
are more like syllable-timed languages than stress-timed languages. The researchers also 
argue that the little foreign accent of the Spanish speakers may have helped increase the 
listening comprehension scores of the Chinese and Japanese listeners. 
An interesting study conducted by Lasagabaster & Sierra (2005) investigates 
nonnative students’ preferences for native speaker teachers (NST) versus nonnative 
speaker teachers (NNST). The two independent variables they looked at were the 
specialization of the students (English studies or philology) and the previous learning 
experience with an NST. The 78 university students completed a questionnaire providing 
their opinion about NST and NNST in regards to language skills, grammar, vocabulary, 
pronunciation, learning strategies, culture and civilization, attitudes and assessment. 
Within these areas, participants were asked to indicate their preferences regarding 
primary, secondary, and tertiary education. Lasagabaster and Sierra found that 60.6% of 
the participants preferred NST, 35.5% showed no preference, and only 3.9% preferred 
NNST. The results also indicated that the preference for NST was much higher at the 
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university level (68%). The specific areas of preference for NST were pronunciation and 
speaking. Their most interesting finding, however, is that when offered the option of a 
team-teaching approach (NST and NNST), 71.6% of the participants agreed with it. 
When it comes to attitudes according to specialization and experience with an NST, only 
experience showed statistical significant difference in favor of NST. Thus, participants 
who had had learning experiences with NSTs before tended to prefer them over NNSTs. 
Given the lack of research dedicated specifically to explore nonnative 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of international teaching assistants, the literature 
review provided in this chapter establishes the theoretical and empirical ground for this 
study. The purpose is to investigate how nonnative undergraduate students react to 
international teaching assistants based on the information (attributed nationality) they 
receive about these ITAs. The study also examines these students’ perception of ITAs 
based on the students’ gender, first language, and the number of ITAs they had class with 
before the study. 
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CHAPTER 3.  METHODOLOGY 
 
This chapter discusses the data collection methods and materials for the present 
study. First, it provides a description of the participants and their distribution into the 
three treatment groups. Next, the chapter outlines the materials and procedures used in 
the data collection. A discussion of methods of analysis for each of the three research 
questions proposed in Chapter 1 concludes the chapter. 
3.1 Participants 
3.1.1 Speaker 
 
The speaker is a Serbian Ph.D. student enrolled in the Applied Linguistics and 
Technology (ALT) program at Iowa State University. She is also a teaching and research 
assistant in the English Department. She was currently teaching at the Intensive English 
and Orientation Program (IEOP) and conducting research on computer-assisted language 
learning (CALL). In addition to her near native-like pronunciation, another reason for the 
choice of this specific speaker is her physical appearance, a key aspect in the success of 
this study. It was crucial that the participants in each of the three treatment groups found 
the information provided to them about the speaker to be at least plausible. Group I was 
told that the speaker was an Egyptian teaching assistant at ISU, Group II was given the 
information that the speaker was a Brazilian teaching assistant at ISU, and finally, Group 
III received the information that the speaker was an American teaching assistant at ISU.  
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3.1.2 Raters 
 
The 55 raters taking part in this study were international students enrolled in two 
cross-cultural sections of English 150, Critical Thinking and Communication, and in 
three cross-cultural sections of English 250, Written, Oral, Visual, and Electronic 
Composition at Iowa State University. The 55 participants were from 12 different 
countries: China (11), Ecuador (2), India (4), Indonesia (4), Japan (1), Korea (5), Libya 
(1), Malawi (1), Malaysia (20), Mexico (2), Saudi Arabia (1), and the United Arab 
Emirates (3) (Figure 1).   
Figure 1: Distribution of participants by country of origin 
 
 
Thirty six of these participants were males and nineteen were females with ages ranging 
from 18 to 24, 20.3 being the age average (SD 1.5). Their length of residence in the 
United States ranged from three months to nine years with an average of 10 months.  
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As for first language (L1), the raters were native speakers of 10 different 
languages (Figure 2): Arabic (5), Chichewa (1), Chinese (16), Hindi (3), Indonesian (4), 
Japanese (1), Korean (5), Malay (15), Spanish (4), and Urdu (1). Out of the 55 
participants, 24 reported speaking one or more foreign languages other than English. 
Figure 2: Distribution of participants by first language 
 
 
When it comes to language proficiency, all the participants had a fairly high level 
of English given the courses (English 150 and English 250) that they were taking, which 
are primarily designed for native speakers of English. The purpose of English 150, 
Critical Thinking and Communication, is to prepare students to communicate well within 
their academic courses and in their future careers. The course requires students to apply 
critical reading and thinking abilities to topics of public and cultural relevance. While 
most of the course is devoted to writing, students are also required to give brief oral 
presentations, participate in small group discussions, interview others, analyze and create 
visual communication, and learn how to compose professional email correspondence. 
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English 250, Written, Oral, Visual, and Electronic Composition, has the goal to develop 
students’ skills in written, oral, visual, and electronic communication. Throughout the 
course, students learn to summarize, analyze, and evaluate a variety of types of 
communication and then use those skills in four kinds of assignments: summaries, 
rhetorical analyzes, argumentative and persuasive texts, and documented research.  
In view of the fact that the data collection process took place during regular class 
periods, it was impossible to deliberately assign participants to each of the three treatment 
groups. Therefore, the number of participants was defined by the section of English 150 
or 250 in which they were enrolled. There were five sections: 10 participants in section 1 
(Engl250), 12 participants in section 2 (Engl150), 12 participants in section 3 (Engl150), 
10 participants in section 4 (Engl250), and 11 participants in section 5 (Engl250). 
Participants in sections 1 and 4 were assigned to Group I; participants in sections 2 and 5 
were assigned to Group II; and participants in section 3 were assigned to Group III. Data 
were originally collected from 104 participants (49 American students and 55 
international students) because the data collection took place in cross-cultural sections 
during regular class periods. Since this study focuses on how nonnative undergraduates 
react to nonnative teaching assistants, the data collected from native speakers were 
excluded. Following is a detailed description of participants by treatment group.  
 
Group I 
 Group I rated the lecture and the speaker based on the information that the 
speaker was an Egyptian teaching assistant. There were five females and 15 males in 
Group I making a total of 20 participants in this group: two participants from China, two 
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from Ecuador, two from Indonesia, one from Libya, one from Malawi, nine from 
Malaysia, one from Mexico, one from Korea, and one from Saudi Arabia. The first 
languages were Chinese (China), Spanish (Ecuador and Mexico), Indonesian (Indonesia), 
Arabic (Libya and Saudi Arabia), Chichewa (Malawi), Malay and Chinese (Malaysia), 
and Korean (Korea). The ages ranged from 19 to 24, with an average of 20.4 (SD 1.3). 
 
Group II 
Group II rated the lecture and the speaker based on the information that the 
speaker was a Brazilian teaching assistant. This group was composed of 23 participants, 
10 females and 13 males. Nine out of these 23 participants were from China, four from 
India, two from Indonesia, two from Korea, two from Malaysia, two from the United 
Arab Emirates, one from Japan, and one from Mexico. The first languages were Chinese, 
Hindi and Urdu, Indonesian, Korean, Malay and Chinese, Arabic, Japanese, and Spanish, 
respectively. The age range was 18 to 24 with an average of 19.8 (SD 1.6). 
 
Group III 
 The last treatment group, Group III, rated the lecture and the speaker based on the 
information that the speaker was an American teaching assistant. This group involved a 
total of twelve participants, four females and eight males, with ages between 19 and 23; 
the age average was 21.2 (SD 1.4). Two of the participants were from Korea, nine were 
from Malaysia, and one was from the United Arab Emirates. The first languages were 
Korean, Chinese and Malay, and Arabic respectively. Table 1 (overleaf) summarizes the 
demographic data of each group. 
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Table 1: Demographic data of the treatment groups 
Treatment Group N** Gender Age Average Country of Origin L1 
 
Group I 
(Egyptian TA)* 
 
20 
 
5 females, 15 males 
 
20.4 
 
China (2), Ecuador (2), 
Indonesia (2), Libya (1), 
Malawi (1), Malaysia 
(9), Mexico (1), Korea 
(1), Saudi Arabia (1) 
 
Chinese (China), Spanish 
(Ecuador and Mexico), 
Indonesian (Indonesia), Arabic 
(Libya and Saudi Arabia), 
Chichewa (Malawi), Malay and 
Chinese (Malaysia),  Korean 
(Korea) 
 
Group II 
(Brazilian TA)* 
 
23 
 
10 females, 13 males 
 
19.8 
 
China (9), India (4), 
Indonesia (2), Korea (2), 
Malaysia (2), UAE (2), 
Japan (1), Mexico (1) 
 
 
Chinese, Hindi and Urdu, 
Indonesian, Korean, Malay and 
Chinese, Arabic, Japanese, 
Spanish 
 
Group III 
(American TA)* 
 
12 
 
4 females, 8 males 
 
21.2 
 
Korea (2), Malaysia (9), 
UAE (1) 
 
 
Korean, Chinese and Malay, 
Arabic 
* Information provided to each treatment group though the lecture and the speaker were exactly the same for all groups 
** Number of participants per group 
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3.2 Materials 
3.2.1 Pilot Study 
 
To investigate the effectiveness of the materials, a pilot study was conducted in 
March, 2008. In addition to testing the quality, clarity, and accessibility of the materials, 
the pilot study aimed at simulating the entire data collection process so that any necessary 
changes and adjustments could be made before the actual data collection took place. 
Furthermore, since the data collection was to take place during regular class periods, it 
was essential to find out how long the process would take so that the instructors could 
plan their class for that particular day. For the pilot study, I tested two video-taped 
lectures. Although the lecture was the same in both videos, the speakers were different: a 
male native speaker and a female nonnative speaker of English. The purpose was to 
investigate which speaker was more likely to convince the participants that he or she 
could be American, Brazilian, or Egyptian.  The pilot study involved six nonnative 
speakers (NNS) of English, who were divided into two groups, and lasted for about an 
hour. Group I was composed of an Egyptian, an Emirati, and a Russian. Group II 
consisted of a Bulgarian and two Chinese. Except for the fact that each group watched the 
same lecture given by a different speaker, the process was identical for both groups. The 
participants created a Moodle account, logged in to the website, filled out the online 
personal information questionnaire, watched the lecture once, rated the lecture and the 
speaker online, and took a survey (Appendix A). The purpose of the survey was to 
provide the researcher with detailed feedback from the participants so that adjustments 
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could be made. In order to make the whole process easier for the participants, a 
PowerPoint presentation contained every step they had to follow in order to complete the 
data collection. Since the participants reported in the survey that they had not 
encountered any type of difficulties and that the materials were clear and effective, the 
only changes made were related to the directions provided to the participants. The 
PowerPoint presentation became more detailed, and a printed sheet containing step by 
step directions was provided to each participant in case any technology-related problems 
occurred during the data collection (e.g. malfunctioning projectors, not clear or 
completely visible projections screens, etc.). Furthermore, as a result of the pilot study, 
the lecture given by the nonnative speaker was selected. Given her physical 
characteristics, participants believed the information provided to them about her 
attributed nationality (Egyptian, Brazilian, or American). The average task completion 
time for the pilot study was 28 minutes. 
3.2.2 The Website 
The entire data collection process for this study was conducted online. The 
website used was Moodle, an open-source course management system widely used by the 
English Department at Iowa State University. The website offers users a range of 
features, including questionnaires, quizzes, and surveys. The two questionnaires used in 
this study were created using the “questionnaire” feature offered by the website. In order 
to access the materials online, each participant created an account using a numeric ID 
provided by me. Figure 3 shows a screen shot of the ‘participants’ website interface.  
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Figure 3: Screen shot of the website interface 
 
3.2.3 Questionnaire 
 The first questionnaire designed for this study contained 11 questions and asked 
participants to provide their assigned ID number, age, gender, country of origin, native 
language, English proficiency level, educational background, foreign languages (other 
than English), major, length of residence in the United States, and the number of 
international assistants they had had class with prior to the study. For the English 
proficiency level question, participants were given five options (beginner, pre-
intermediate, intermediate, upper-intermediate, and advanced) and asked to choose the 
option that most closely reflected their proficiency level in general. For the question 
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regarding the number of ITAs, participants were given seven options (none, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and more than 5) to choose from. Figure 4 is a screen shot of the online questionnaire. 
The full version of the questionnaire is available in Appendix B. 
Figure 4: Screen shot of the online questionnaire 
 
3.2.4 Video-taped Lecture 
 
The stimulus was a video-taped lecture recorded using a Canon XL1 DV 
Camcorder (a professional-quality 3-CCD camcorder with pixel shift technology) for 
better sound and image quality. In order to keep the authenticity of environment, the 
recording took place in a real classroom. Although the speaker was provided with a 
lecture script (Appendix C), it was essential that she applied her personal teaching style 
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to the lecture and maintained her normal teaching speed. The lecture script was adapted 
from materials available at the Online Writing Lab (OWL) at Purdue University and from 
my own teaching materials. The topic chosen for the lecture was “thesis statement” 
because it is a topic pertaining to the courses that the participants were taking at the time 
of the study. The length of the lecture was 03:58 (Appendix D). Figure 5 is a screen shot 
of the video-taped lecture. In order to avoid technology problems, the video was hosted 
outside of the data collection website. By clicking on the lecture link, participants were 
taken to a new window to watch the lecture. As mentioned previously, the lecture was the 
same for all the groups, but different information about the speaker’s nationality was 
given to each group. The information was changed on the website before each group 
watched the lecture (see Figure 3). After watching the lecture, they received instructions 
to close the window and return to the website to fill out the post-video questionnaire. 
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Figure 5: Screen shot of the video-taped lecture 
 
3.2.5 Post-video Questionnaire 
 
The third and last part of the study involved a questionnaire (Appendix E) in 
which participants rated the lecture and the speaker based on language and nonlanguage 
factors. The first question in the questionnaire asked participants to indicate if they knew 
the speaker before the study and to explain in case they answered “yes”. This question 
was included because, since the speaker is a teaching assistant at ISU, it was possible that 
one or more participants would recognize her. However, none of the 55 participants 
reported having met the speaker before the study.  For language variables, the 
participants were asked to rate accent, speed, and comprehensibility. The nonlanguage 
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variables rated were level of interest of the lecture, usefulness of the lecture, likeability of 
the speaker, teaching ability of the speaker, and teaching style of the speaker. The scale 
(Munro & Derwing, 1995, 1998, 2001; Derwing & Munro, 2001) for each dimension 
ranged from 1 to 9, lowest numbers representing positive ratings and highest numbers 
representing negative ratings (e.g. very strong accent, very fast, very difficult to 
understand). Figure 6 shows a screen shot of the post-video questionnaire.  
Figure 6: Screen shot of the post-video questionnaire 
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3.3 Procedures 
 
This study was conducted during regular class periods of five sections of the 
English 150 and 250 courses at Iowa State University. The data collection took place 
over three different days, when the sections met in a computer lab, for about 35 minutes 
in each section. Given that the procedure was carried out as a regular class activity, the 
participants were told by their instructors that they were required to watch the lecture but 
not take part in the study if they preferred not to. Only one student refused to participate 
in the study.  
First, the participants were given an overview of the study and asked to read and 
sign the informed consent form (Appendix F) if they wished to participate in the study. 
After the forms were signed, each participant was given a numeric identification number 
to create an account on Moodle and fill out the questionnaires. The IDs were assigned in 
order to preserve the identity of the participants and to obtain more reliable results.  
After the ID numbers were assigned, participants received step-by step 
instructions on how to create the Moodle account, log in and use the website, and access 
the materials. Detailed directions (PowerPoint slides) were both projected on the screen 
in the labs and given to each participant in a printed sheet (Appendix G) in case 
technology-related problems arose. After creating the account, participants accessed the 
website and filled out the personal information questionnaire. They were asked to wait 
after finishing the questionnaire so that all the participants could watch the video-taped 
lecture at the same time. Participants were then directed to read the information about the 
speaker, watch the lecture carefully as they were supposed to watch it only once, and fill 
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out the post-video questionnaire right after watching the lecture. Participants watched the 
lecture on individual computers, and headphones were used to eliminate noise 
interference. After rating the speaker and the lecture, participants were instructed to log 
out.  
Since there were five sections, I alternated the speaker to be rated in each section. 
Two different sections rated the Egyptian speaker, two different sections rated the 
Brazilian speaker, and only one section rated the American speaker. For data analysis, I 
combined the two sections into one in order to have three treatment groups. 
3.4 Analysis 
 
Table 2 outlines the response variables and predictor variables, or covariates, 
analyzed to provide the answers for the three research questions proposed in Chapter 
One. Following is a summary of the analysis methods used for each research question. 
Table 2: Identification of the variables and predictor variables analyzed in the study 
 
 
 
 
Response Variables 
Accent 
Speed 
Comprehensibility 
Level of interest of the lecture 
Usefulness of the lecture 
Likeability of the speaker 
Teaching ability of the speaker 
Teaching style of the speaker 
 
 
 
Predictor variables 
Attributed nationality of the TA 
Raters’ gender 
Raters’ first language (L1) 
Number of ITAs  
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3.4.1 Research Question One 
 
In order to answer research question one, which examines if the three groups rate 
the lecture differently depending on what they are told about the speaker, an ANOVA 
type III test with fixed effects for treatment was conducted. Given the unequal size of the 
samples (Group I = 20 participants; Group II = 23 participants; Group 3 = 12 
participants), the least square means for each response variable were calculated. All 
responses were log transformed in order to stabilize the variances across treatments. 
Without a log transformation, the assumption of homogeneous variances is violated. The 
probability value (p-value) was set at .05 for all the response variables. 
3.4.2 Research Question Two 
 
Like research question one, question two (If the ratings differ, in what specific 
areas do the groups rate the lecture differently?) was answered through the analysis of the 
probability value (p-value=p<.05) for each response variable across treatment groups.  
3.4.3 Research Question Three 
 
Question three (How do the ratings differ across groups depending on raters’ 
gender, first language (L1), and number of international teaching assistants they had class 
with before the study?) was addressed by an analysis of variance type III sum of squares 
(ANOVA) calculations. The model designed for analysis was a generalized linear model 
with fixed effects for gender, first language (L1), number of teaching assistants, and TAs’ 
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attributed country of origin. The probability value (p-value) was set at p< .05. Since the 
analysis involved multiple comparisons with unbalanced design, the Tukey-Kramer 
method was used. This method was preferred over Scheffé's method because it offers a 
narrower confidence limit, being more powerful for the detection of true differences. In 
this analysis, the responses were also log transformed.  
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CHAPTER 4.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Given that no research has been conducted so far in regards to how nonnative 
undergraduate students react to international teaching assistants, this chapter will address 
each research question in turn, reporting findings from the data analysis and discussing 
them in the light of past research findings on accent and intelligibility, on American 
undergraduates’ perceptions of ITAs, and on nonnative speakers’ perceptions of foreign-
accented speech (Chapter 2). 
4.1 Research Question One 
 
Do the three groups rate the lecture differently depending on what they are told 
about the speaker? 
This question was answered through an ANOVA type III test for the eight 
response variables across treatment groups. The model used was a reduced ANOVA with 
fixed effects for treatment only. In order to interpret the results, it is important to take into 
account the rating scale used. The scale for each dimension ranged from 1 to 9, lower 
numbers representing positive ratings, and higher numbers representing negative ratings 
(e.g. very strong accent, very fast, very difficult to understand). Therefore, low means 
represent more positive evaluations, and high means represent more negative evaluations 
of the speaker. Table 3 displays the least square means found for each of the eight 
response variables across treatment groups and the p value (set at .05) for treatment 
group. Again, the responses were log transformed to stabilize the variances across 
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treatments, which is why the least square mean values are so low. Thus, the table displays 
the least square means on the log scale rather than on the original scale (1 to 9) used in 
this study.  
Table 3: ANOVA results across treatment groups 
 Response variable Group I 
(Egyptian 
speaker 
Group II 
(Brazilian 
speaker) 
Group III 
(American 
speaker 
p value 
Accent 1.33 1.33 1.59 
 
.19 
Speed 
 
.62 .69 .71 .91 
 
 
Language factors 
Comprehensibility 
 
.68 .66 .41 .44 
Level of interest of 
the lecture 
 
1.66 1.38 1.42 .13 
Usefulness of the 
lecture 
 
1.32 1.01 1.11 .15 
Likeability of the 
speaker 
 
1.33 1.02 1.17 .09 
Teaching ability of 
the speaker 
 
1.27 1.10 1.19 .52 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nonlanguage 
factors 
Teaching style of the 
speaker 
 
1.54 1.34 1.29 .15 
 
As seen in Table 3, although there is variation among the p values for each 
response variable, no statistically significant differences were found for any of the 
response variables. The statistics indicate that the attributed nationality of the speaker had 
no influence on nonnative undergraduates’ perception of ITAs for both language and 
nonlanguage factors. 
Language wise, this finding is surprising because, based on previous empirical 
research findings that nonnative students tend to prefer native teachers (Lasagabaster & 
Sierra, 2005), we would expect participants to assign more negative ratings to the 
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Egyptian and Brazilian TAs and more positive ratings to the American TA for accent, 
speed, and comprehensibility. However, this was clearly not the case. Bent and Bradlow 
(2003) found that for nonnative listeners, the intelligibility of high proficiency speakers 
from the same L1 background is equal to the intelligibility of native speakers (matched 
interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit) and that the intelligibility of high proficiency 
speakers from different L1 backgrounds is equal to or greater than the intelligibility of 
native speakers (mismatched interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit). In this study, 
only two listeners who were native speakers of Arabic (one from Libya and one from 
Saudi Arabia) rated the speaker with the ascribed Egyptian nationality. There were no 
native speakers of Portuguese involved in the study. Thus, the majority of the listeners 
(53 out of 55) rated a TA that had a different attributed L1 background. We would then 
assume that Bent and Bradlow’s results of mismatched interlanguage speech 
intelligibility benefit would be more in line with the findings in this study. It is 
noteworthy, however, that Bent and Bradlow’s first language sample was not as diverse 
as the one in this study. Their study included participants from four different L1 
backgrounds while this study involved participants from 10 different native languages.  
In contradiction to Bent and Bradlow’s findings, Major et. al (2002) found that 
hearing speakers of the same L1 background was an advantage for Spanish- speaking 
listeners but a disadvantage for Chinese-speaking listeners. They also found that all of the 
groups of nonnative listeners, when hearing lectures delivered by nonnative speakers, 
performed better on the listening test when hearing lectures given by Spanish speakers. 
They concluded that “proficiency level is neither an advantage nor disadvantage in 
considering the effect of sharing the native language as the speaker” (p. 187). 
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When it comes to nonlanguage factors, research has shown that American 
undergraduates tend to react and rate ITAs more negatively depending on the country of 
origin of the ITAs (Brown 1988, 1992) or their ethnicity (Rubin, 1992, Rubin & Smith, 
1990; Rubin et al., 1999). The ANOVA results in this study indicate that nonnative 
undergraduates seem not to take those factors into account when rating TAs’ likeability, 
teaching ability, and teaching style. The values of the least squares means are very close 
for those three dimensions for the international TAs (Egyptian and Brazilian) and the 
American TA.  
As for level of interest of the lecture and usefulness of the lecture, the results also 
showed no statistical significance across groups. Therefore, raters’ level of interest in the 
lecture and their perception of how useful the lecture was were not influenced by the 
TA’s attributed country of origin.  
With so many contradictory findings in the literature, it is only clear that language 
competence is not the only factor informing listeners’ perception of nonnative speakers. 
Many are the aspects that come into play during this perception process. These aspects 
include characteristics of the listeners and their attitude towards the speakers, the 
characteristics of the discourse itself, and linguistic and nonlinguistic characteristics of 
the speaker.  
4.2 Research Question Two 
 
If the ratings differ, in what specific areas do the groups rate the lecture differently? 
As discussed above, no statistical significances were found in the ratings for all 
the eight response variables across treatment groups. The attributed nationality of the 
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speaker did not influence nonnative undergraduates’ perceptions of teaching assistants. 
This finding indicates that the attributed nationality of the TA does not affect nonnative 
undergraduates’ reaction towards TAs in regards to both language and nonnlanguage 
factors. Although the results of the ANOVA test showed no statistical significance for 
any of the response variables, when it comes to likeability of the speaker, it is interesting 
to note that the means found for the Brazilian TA (1.02) were lower than those found for 
the Egyptian (1.33) and American (1.17) TAs. This response variable is discussed further 
in the results of analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the next research question. 
4.3 Research Question Three 
 
How do the ratings differ across groups depending on raters’ gender, first language 
(L1), and number of international teaching assistants they had class with before the 
study? 
This question was addressed by an analysis of variance type III sum of squares 
(ANOVA) calculations.  The model designed for analysis was a generalized linear model 
with fixed effects for TAs’ attributed nationality, participants’ gender and first language 
(L1), and the number of teaching assistants with whom they had had classes before the 
study. Given that first language was an important predictor variable in this analysis, three 
of the languages which had only one observation (Chichewa, Japanese, and Urdu) were 
removed from the analysis in order to yield more consistent results. The seven languages 
analyzed were Arabic (5), Chinese (16), Hindi (3), Indonesian (4), Korean (5), Malay 
(15), and Spanish (4). The probability value (p-value) p< .05 was used as the criterion for 
significance in the tests reported here. Since the analysis also involved multiple 
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comparisons with unbalanced design, the Tukey-Kramer method was used. Like research 
questions 1 and 2, the responses for this research question were also log transformed in 
order to stabilize the variances across treatments. Therefore, the tables in this section 
show the least square means on the log scale rather than on the original scale (1 to 9) used 
in this study. Following is a detailed description of the results found for each of the 
predictor variables: TA’s attributed nationality, raters’ gender, raters’ first language, and 
the number of ITAs they had classes with before the study. 
Regarding TA’s attributed nationality, Table 4 shows that statistically significant 
results were found for the response variables “accent” (p .04) and “likeability of the 
speaker” (p .04) only. As for accent, the least square means show that participants 
assigned more negative ratings to the supposed American TA (1.67) than they did to the 
alleged Brazilian (1.22) and Egyptian (1.24) TAs. This finding is surprising because 
previous research findings on American undergraduates’ reactions to ITAs have shown 
that even ITAs with high proficiency in English are negatively evaluated by those 
students in regards to language competence (Orth, 1982; Brown, 1992; Rubin et al., 
1999). Similar results would be expected from nonnative undergraduate students, but it 
was not the case. The alleged ITAs received very positive ratings for accent whereas the 
alleged American TA received slightly more negative evaluations. One possible 
explanation for the positive ratings for accent assigned to the Egyptian and Brazilian TAs 
may be the fairly high level of English of the participants and the fluent language 
proficiency of the speaker. Another plausible explanation may be the fact that that 
nonnative listeners share knowledge of the construction of the target language and they 
develop common strategies when learning to produce and perceive a foreign language 
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(Bent & Bradlow, 2003). Although I do not have concrete evidence as to why the raters 
rated the American TA’s accent more negatively, the most reasonable explanation is that, 
taking into account that they believed they were evaluating a native speaker of English 
though they were actually evaluating a nonnative speaker, they found the accent to be 
unfamiliar to them or different from the standard norms they have been exposed and 
accustomed to.  
As for speaker likeability, the reduced model ANOVA conducted to answer 
research question 1 showed that the participants assigned better likeability ratings to the 
Brazilian speaker though the results were not statistically significant. However, the 
ANOVA tests conducted to answer research question three showed that the predictor 
variable “attributed nationality” did influence participants’ rating of speaker likeability. 
The least square means (Table 4) show that participants assigned more positive ratings to 
the supposed Brazilian TA (.85) than they did to the alleged American (1.01) and 
Egyptian (1.25) TAs. This finding may be explained by how the Brazilian people and 
culture are stereotyped around the world. Additionally, social experiences that the raters 
are likely to have had with Brazilian individuals in different social and cultural contexts 
may have influenced this finding. Unfortunately, this study did not ask participants to 
explain the likeability rating that they assigned to the speaker. Hence, in order to find out 
exactly why the raters showed a preference for the alleged Brazilian TA, a follow-up 
study would have to be conducted.
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Table 4: Results of ANOVA with fixed effects for TA’s attributed nationality 
Variables TA’s attributed nationality 
  lsmeans p 
 
Accent 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.24 
1.22 
1.67 
 
.04* 
 
Speed 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
 .77 
 .72 
 .63 
 
.87 
 
Comprehensibility 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
 .64 
 .68 
 .39 
 
.64 
 
Level of interest of the lecture 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.56 
1.29 
1.24 
 
.15 
 
Usefulness of the lecture 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.45 
1.12 
1.17 
 
.11 
 
Likeability of the speaker 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.25 
 .85 
1.01 
 
.04* 
 
Teaching ability of the 
speaker 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.21 
1.11 
 .88 
 
.24 
 
Teaching style of the speaker 
Egyptian 
Brazilian 
American 
1.43 
1.33 
1.10 
 
.20 
lsmeans = least square means 
p = p value (set at p<.05) 
* = significant value 
 
When it comes to participants’ gender and the number of ITAs with whom they 
had classes prior to this study, Table 5 and Table 6, respectively, show that no statistical 
significances were found for any of the response variables (language and nonlanguage 
factors). Plakans (1997) found that American undergraduates who had previous 
experience with ITAs had a more negative attitude towards them. She also found that 
females showed a more positive attitude towards ITAs than did the males.
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Table 5: Results of ANOVA with fixed effects for gender 
Variables Gender 
  lsmeans p 
Accent female 
male 
1.48 
1.29 
 
.25 
Speed female 
male 
 .76 
 .65 
 
.67 
Comprehensibility female 
male 
 .54 
 .59 
 
.85 
Level of interest of the lecture female 
male 
1.35 
1.38 
 
.88 
Usefulness of the lecture female 
male 
1.25 
1.24 
 
.94 
Likeability of the speaker female 
male 
1.05 
1.02 
 
.87 
Teaching ability of the 
speaker 
female 
male 
1.02 
1.12 
 
.59 
Teaching style of the speaker female 
male 
1.25 
1.33 
.63 
lsmeans = least square means 
p = p value (set at p<.05) 
 
The finding in this study shows that when it comes to nonnative undergraduates, these 
two predictor variables did not influence their perception of ITAs regardless of the ITA’s 
attributed country of origin. In fact, the low values of the least square means found for 
“gender” and “number of ITAs” (Tables 5 and 6, respectively) indicate that raters 
assigned very positive ratings to the speaker for both language response variables and 
nonlanguage response variables. This finding also contradicts Lasagabaster and Sierra’s 
(2005) finding that nonnative students show a high preference for native speaker 
teachers, especially at the university level. If they preferred native teaching assistants 
over international teaching assistants, we would expect to see their preference reflected 
on the scores assigned to the supposed American TA. 
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Table 6: Results of ANOVA with fixed effects for number of ITAs 
Variables Number of ITAS 
  lsmeans p 
 
Accent 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
1.50 
1.25 
1.51 
1.73 
1.77 
  .48 
1.43 
 
.06 
 
Speed 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
 .27 
 .97 
 .61 
1.08 
 .69 
 .83 
 .49 
 
.40 
 
Comprehensibility 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
 .52 
 .51 
 .52 
 .72 
 .89 
 .28 
 .55 
 
.95 
 
Level of interest of the lecture 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
1.47 
1.34 
1.37 
1.14 
1.43 
1.26 
1.53 
 
.83 
 
Usefulness of the lecture 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five  
1.37 
1.19 
1.15 
 .99 
1.50 
1.49 
1.00 
 
.51 
 
Likeability of the speaker 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
1.24 
 .89 
1.09 
 .98 
1.16 
 .89 
1.02 
 
.83 
 
Teaching ability of the speaker 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
1.05 
 .92 
1.05 
1.13 
1.13 
1.26 
 .95 
 
.96 
 
Teaching style of the speaker 
None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than five 
1.42 
1.28 
1.19 
1.35 
1.32 
1.09 
1.36 
 
.94 
lsmeans = least square means 
p = p value (set at p<.05) 
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As for first language (L1), the only statistically significant result was found for 
the response variable likeability of the speaker (p .00). The least square means displayed 
in Table 7 show that Arabic speakers (.67), Hindi speakers (.88), and Spanish speakers 
(.53) were the ones to assign more positive ratings to the alleged Brazilian TA. Since the 
design of this study did not include a follow-up instrument to explain raters’ choices and 
ratings, I can only speculate the reasons for this finding. All of the three groups of 
speakers who assessed the alleged Brazilian TA more positively for speaker likeability 
are non-Asian, and two of the three groups (Hindi and Spanish speakers) are from Indo-
European languages. The language familiarity may have played a role on how these two 
groups rated the Brazilian TA for likeability. As for the Arabic speakers, a possible 
explanation would be the fact that some native listeners have a hard time understanding 
the accent of speakers with the same language background (Major et. al, 2006). A more 
simple explanation, however, would be the stereotyping of Brazilians around the world 
and possible socio-cultural experiences that participants may have had with Brazilian 
individuals.
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Table 7: Results of ANOVA with fixed effects for first language (L1) 
Variables First language (L1) 
  lsmeans p 
 
Accent 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
1.46 
1.46 
1.42 
1.46 
1.26 
1.21 
1.40 
 
.86 
 
Speed 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
 .28 
 .67 
 .83 
 .97 
1.38 
 .59 
 .22 
 
.25 
 
Comprehensibility 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
 .63 
 .66 
 .38 
 .66 
 .90 
 .50 
 .25 
 
.91 
 
Level of interest of the lecture 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
1.39 
1.62 
1.04 
1.00 
1.58 
1.63 
1.28 
 
.18 
 
Usefulness of the lecture 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
1.44 
1.32 
  .91 
1.37 
1.53 
1.21 
.93 
 
.50 
 
Likeability of the speaker 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
 .67 
1.42 
 .88 
1.19 
1.33 
1.25 
 .53 
 
.00* 
 
Teaching ability of the speaker 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
 .88 
1.28 
 .75 
1.15 
1.42 
1.43 
 .57 
 
.06 
 
Teaching style of the speaker 
Arabic 
Chinese 
Hindi 
Indonesian 
Korean 
Malay 
Spanish 
1.44 
1.44 
 .93 
1.44 
1.27 
1.52 
 .97 
 
.31 
lsmeans = least square means 
p = p value (set at p<.05) 
* = significant value 
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CHAPTER 5.  CONCLUSION 
 
To this date, the issue of how nonnative undergraduate students react to 
international teaching assistants has not been investigated. However, this study provides 
groundwork for future research into this area. Research findings on American 
undergraduates’ perceptions of ITAs’ language competence have indicated that those 
students tend to react negatively to ITAs even when the ITAs are highly proficient in 
English. The findings of this study revealed that when treatment groups (grouped 
according to what they were told about the speaker’s nationality) were analyzed 
separately, the attributed nationality of the teaching assistant did not influence nonnative 
undergraduate’ ratings of language factors (accent, speed, and comprehensibility) and 
nonlanguage factors (level of interest of the lecture, usefulness of the lecture, likeability 
of the speaker, teaching ability of the speaker, and teaching style of the speaker). 
However, when the predictor variables were analyzed (the whole population of 
participants together), the findings showed that when it comes to language response 
variables, “accent” was the only dimension with statistically significant results when 
“TA’s attributed nationality” was the predictor variable. Raters assessed the supposed 
American TA as having a slightly stronger accent than the alleged international TAs 
(Brazilian and Egyptian). The most plausible explanation is that, by believing that they 
were rating a native speaker of English, the raters found the accent to be unfamiliar or 
different from the standard norms that they have been exposed to.  
As for nonlanguage factors, the only response variable that showed any 
statistically significant results was speaker likeability. The raters favored the alleged 
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Brazilian TA when “TA’s attributed nationality” and “first language” were the predictor 
variables. These findings may be explained through the stereotyping of the Brazilian 
people and culture worldwide. Moreover, experiences that the raters are likely to have 
had with Brazilian individuals in different social and cultural contexts may have 
influenced this finding. For all the other response variables analyzed in this study, no 
statistically significant results were found. Unfortunately, this study did not ask 
participants to explain the likeability ratings that they assigned to the speaker. Therefore, 
only speculations can be made at this point. In order to find out exactly why the raters 
showed a preference for the alleged Brazilian TA, a follow-up study would have to be 
conducted. 
In order to understand the findings in this study better, it is essential to take into 
account the set up and the design of the study. When compared to one of the most famous 
studies on American undergraduates’ perception of international teaching assistants, that 
of Rubin (1992), the design and purpose of this study show a lot of differences. In his 
study, Rubin used tape-recorded lectures by native speakers. The method used was an 
ethnic picture guise. The picture projected to participants was either that of an Asian or of 
a Caucasian woman. Therefore, ethnicity was a major variable in his study. In contrast, 
this study used a lecture delivered by a nonnative speaker. Although the speaker in this 
study has near native-like pronunciation, she is a nonnative speaker nonetheless. Also, 
the lecture in this study was video-taped with the purpose to include nonlanguage factors 
such as teaching ability and teaching style of the speaker. Therefore, it was difficult to 
find a native speaker who would have physical characteristics that would resemble those 
of Brazilians, Americans, and Egyptians. The speaker in this study has those 
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characteristics, but she is a nonnative speaker. The participants rating her as a native 
speaker found the information provided to them plausible, but they assessed her as having 
a stronger accent than the alleged international TAs. In Rubin’s study, participants 
assigned higher perceived accent scores to the speaker they believed to be Asian though 
the text was delivered by a native speaker. In this study, they assessed the speaker as 
having a stronger accent even when they were told that the speaker was a native speaker. 
Therefore, the physical characteristics of the speaker did not influence participants’ 
ratings but the actual degree of accentedness they perceived in the speaker’s speech. The 
participants also assigned very positive ratings to the speakers they thought were 
Brazilian and Egyptian regarding language and nonlanguage factors. Therefore, ethnicity 
of the speaker did not seem to influence participants’ evaluation of the speaker but their 
actual comprehension ability. 
Another point to take into consideration is that Rubin used a Caucasian versus an 
Asian guise. Given that the lecture was video-taped, I used two unusual nationalities for 
the international TAs (Brazilian and Egyptian) in addition to the American nationality. It 
would be impossible to include an Asian nationality in this study because of the physical 
characteristics. Therefore, it is difficult to tell whether the nationalities chosen for this 
study had a major impact on raters’ perception of the three teaching assistants. 
In addition to the fact that no research dedicated specifically to investigate how 
nonnative undergraduate students react to international TAs has been carried out, this 
study presents key changes in the set up and design of the study when compared to 
previous research on the perceptions of ITAs by American undergraduate students. Due 
to the lack of theoretical and empirical foundation for this issue, it is difficult to make 
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concrete conclusions about findings in this study. This chapter has presented a discussion 
of the main findings in this study. It also points out the limitations observed in the study, 
discusses pedagogical implications, and provides suggestions for future research. 
5.1 Implications 
The findings in the study, discussed in light of past research findings on American 
undergraduates’ perceptions of international teaching assistants, provide valuable insights 
on how both groups of students react to ITAs. The results yielded by the present study 
indicate that American undergraduates and nonnative undergraduates have very different 
perceptions of nonnative teaching assistants. Based on the findings in this study, it seems 
that nonnative undergraduate students feel comfortable in having teaching assistants who 
are nonnative speakers of English provided their spoken English is very good. A possible 
explanation may be the exposure these students have had to foreign-accented speech. 
Moreover, while learning a foreign or second language, learners develop common 
strategies to produce and perceive a foreign language.   
The number of international teaching assistants in American universities is large, 
and it is and will continue to increase. Given that classrooms in American high education 
institutions are composed of a majority of native undergraduates, it is essential that the 
communication process between ITAs and students be effective. As discussed before, 
research has revealed that American undergraduates are generally dissatisfied with their 
ITAs’ teaching and language competence. The findings in this study indicate that the 
opposite is true when it comes to nonnative undergraduates. Since much research has 
shown that the root of the problem is the negative reaction to nonnative teaching 
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assistants by native undergraduates, higher education institutions in America need to 
figure out and adopt measures that will at least minimize the American undergraduate 
students’ negative perceptions of ITAs. 
As for training of ITAS, Rubin and Smith (1990), argue that it is definitely a valid 
effort. However, they claim that unless “North American undergraduates also own their 
own piece of this problem, then even the most effective training aimed at NNSTAs will 
fail to resolve campus discord” (p. 338). Pae (2001) agrees with that point of view. For 
him, the communication process between ITAs and students is a shared responsibility. 
Therefore, students have to be (re)educated so that they can take action and make the 
teaching/learning process an easier and successful task for them as well as for instructors 
no matter their cultural background, first language or country of origin.  
The training of ITAs is indeed a valid effort. Nonetheless, pronunciation should 
not constitute the main target of educational institutions regarding training of ITAs 
because it will not solve the dilemma. Previous research has demonstrated that language 
competence is not exactly the problem in American undergraduates’ perception of ITAs 
but student negative attitude and stereotyping towards ITAs. Listeners’ language attitudes 
function as a type of filter that serves as a mediator in the perceptions of speakers and 
their messages (Rubin & Smith, 1990; Edwards, 1982). Thus, educating students about 
the nature of foreign languages and cultures and exposing them to ITAs are two measures 
that would bear better fruit. However, as Brandl (2000) points out, in order to make 
training more effective, it is essential to consider ITAs’ perspectives on their training 
because it is important to understand how teachers learn and grow. 
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5.2 Limitations 
The relatively small number of participants in this study limits a generalization of 
the findings to some extent. In addition, the fact that the data collection took place during 
regular class periods made it impossible to deliberately assign participants to each of the 
three treatment groups, which resulted in uneven samples. Moreover, an analysis of 
interactions of variables was not possible because the observations regarding raters’ first 
language were not the same in all groups (e.g. speakers of Indonesian in Group III). A 
larger sample size and a more balanced sample design would have provided more 
generalizable results.  
5.3 Suggestions for Further Research 
 
The issue of international TAs and language and teaching competence has and 
will always be debated and investigated. This study explored the language and 
nonlaguage factors affecting how nonnative undergraduates studying at an American 
university react to international teaching assistants. The results obtained in this study are 
rather interesting and provide valuable insight into this perception process. Although the 
findings here are of relevance, further research would shed more light on the issue.  
First, a replication of this study with a larger sample size and even balanced 
design would yield more generalizable results. Furthermore, data collection instruments 
could include a questionnaire or a follow-up interview asking participants to explain their 
ratings. For instance, in this study statistical analysis showed that raters favored the 
alleged Brazilian TA regarding speaker likeability, but it was not possible to provide 
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concrete reasons for their preference because the design of the study did not include 
instruments asking participants to provide a rationale for their assessment.   
Second, this study gathered data from participants enrolled in courses in social 
science studies. The participants were enrolled in English writing courses (English 
150/250) and watched a lecture on a topic pertaining to their courses. Given that a great 
part of nonnative undergraduates in American universities are hard science students, 
future research could investigate if those students react to international teaching assistants 
in a different way. Also, the lecture topic could be related to hard science courses as well. 
Third, this study was conducted with participants living and studying in a foreign 
country. It would be interesting to replicate this study in their countries of origin to 
investigate if the environment plays a role in participants’ perception of international 
teaching assistants. The findings may indicate whether this is one variable influencing 
native undergraduates’ evaluation of ITAs teaching at American universities.   
Finally, research could be conducted with both native and nonnative students to 
compare their perceptions of ITAs. The findings of such a study would corroborate or 
contradict the findings of this study and findings of previous studies on American 
undergraduates’ perception of ITAs. 
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APPENDIX A.  PILOT STUDY SURVEY 
 
Name: ___________________________ Email address: _______________________ 
 
Please answer the following questions.  Your responses and feedback will be used for 
further development of the study. 
 
1. What is your country of origin? ____________________________________________ 
 
2. What is your first (native) language? ________________________________________ 
 
3. How old are you? _______________________________________________________ 
 
4. For how long have you studied English? _____________________________________ 
 
5. What is your gender?      (   ) Male  (   ) Female 
 
6. Check the number below that best describes your motivational level when studying 
English (one being the lowest, five being the highest) 
(   ) 1  (   ) 2  (   ) 3  (   ) 4   (   ) 5 
7. Check the number below that best describes your overall language proficiency in 
English (one being the lowest, five being the highest) 
(   ) 1  (   ) 2  (   ) 3  (   ) 4   (   ) 5 
8. Check the number below that best describes your overall introversion (one being the 
lowest, five being the highest) 
(   ) 1  (   ) 2  (   ) 3  (   ) 4   (   ) 5 
9. Check the number below that best describes your overall extroversion (one being the 
lowest, five being the highest) 
(   ) 1  (   ) 2  (   ) 3  (   ) 4   (   ) 5 
64 
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10. Circle the number below that best describes your overall knowledge of the writing 
concepts for academic texts in the American context (one being the lowest, five being the 
highest) 
(   ) 1  (   ) 2  (   ) 3  (   ) 4   (   ) 5 
11. Did you experience any difficulties (technology, language, time, etc) signing in to the 
website, accessing the questionnaires, filling out the questionnaires or watching the 
videos?   
             
            
             
12. Why do you think you rated the speaker and the lecture in the way you did?  
            
            
             
13. What would you do to improve this activity?  
             
            
             
14. What is one thing that you liked about this activity?  
             
            
             
15. Do you have any other questions, comments, or suggestions?  
            
             
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(Adapted from materials from Thomas Michael Lage's thesis research) 
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APPENDIX B.  QUESTIONNAIRE 
This section asks you to provide some personal information that will be essential 
in the analysis of the data and will greatly influence the results of the study. 
 
1.  Please provide the ID number assigned to you by the researcher. 
 
 
2.  How old are you? 
 
 
3.  What is your gender?  (   ) Male     (   ) Female    
 
4.  What is your country of origin? 
 
 
5.  What is your native language? 
 
 
6.  Please choose the option that most closely reflects your level of knowledge of the 
English language. 
 
(   ) Beginner  
(   ) Pre-intermediate  
(   ) Intermediate  
(   ) Upper Intermediate  
(   ) Advanced 
 
7.  What is your education background (e.g. I have a BA in languages; I hold an MA in 
Creative Writing; I am a senior in Mechanical Engineering at ISU)? 
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8.  Do you speak any foreign languages other than English? Which ones? 
 
 
9.  What is your major? 
 
 
10.  For how long have you lived here in the United States? 
 
 
11.  How many international teaching assistants (ITAs) have you had classes with? 
(   ) None   (   ) 1   (   ) 2   (   ) 3   (   ) 4   (   ) 5   (   ) More than 5 
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APPENDIX C.  ORIGINAL LECTURE SCRIPT 
A thesis statement is a sentence (or sentences) that expresses the main ideas of 
your paper and answers the question or questions posed by your paper. It offers your 
readers a quick and easy to follow summary of what the paper will be discussing and 
what you as a writer are setting out to tell them. The kind of thesis that your paper will 
have will depend on the purpose of your writing.  
General Thesis Statement Tips 
• A thesis statement generally consists of two parts: your topic, and then the 
analysis, explanation(s), or assertion(s) that you're making about the topic. The 
kind of thesis statement you write will depend on what kind of paper you're 
writing.  
• In some kinds of writing, such as narratives or descriptions, a thesis statement is 
less important, but you may still want to provide some kind of statement in your 
first paragraph that helps to guide your reader through your paper.  
• A thesis statement is a very specific statement - it should cover only what you 
want to discuss in your paper, and be supported with specific evidence. The scope 
of your paper will be determined by the length of your paper and any other 
requirements that might be in place.  
• Generally, a thesis statement appears at the end of the first paragraph of an essay 
so that readers can have a clear idea of what to expect as they read.  
• You can think of your thesis as a map or a guide both for yourself and your 
audience, so it might be helpful to draw a chart or picture of your ideas and how 
they're connected to help you get started.  
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• As you write and revise your paper, it's okay to change your thesis statement - 
sometimes you don't discover what you really want to say about a topic until 
you've started (or finished) writing! Just make sure that your "final" thesis 
statement accurately shows what will happen in your paper.  
For more information about writing a thesis: 
1. Penguin Handbook pp. 36-38 
2. http://grammar.ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/composition/thesis.htm  
Homework for next class: 
Choose one of the following topics to practice writing an introduction containing 
a thesis: 1) Violence in video games; 2) Sex in movies; 3) Pollution; 4) Aids in Africa; 
and 5) Teen Smoking. 
Your introduction must contain a minimum of five lines, be typed, double-spaced, 
the font must be Times New Roman 12, and you must make sure you have a thesis 
included. Please, pay attention to the deadline because late assignments will not be 
accepted. 
 
(Adapted from the Online Writing Lab (OWL). Available at 
http://www.myeport.com/published/u/hs/uhse016/collection/15/ 
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APPENDIX D.  FINAL LECTURE TRANSCRIPT 
 
Thesis Statement 
 
Hello everyone! Today we’ll be talking about writing thesis statements. What is a 
thesis statement? It is a sentence or sentences, there can be more than one, that expresses 
the main idea of your paper and answers the question or questions posed by your paper. 
The thesis statement also offers your reader a quick and easy follow-up summary of what 
the paper will be discussing and what you as a writer are set out to tell them. What kind 
of thesis statement you’ll be writing depends on, of course, the type of paper you’re 
writing. What I have here are several tips on writing thesis statements, and I hope you’ll 
find this helpful. Let’s start by looking at what the thesis statement consists of. First of 
all, each thesis statement has a topic, which is the first part of it, and then the analysis, 
explanation or the assertion that follows. So, your thesis statement should also give the 
topic as well as one of these. Explanation of what you’ll be writing about in your paper. 
What else? Thesis statements need to be very specific. That means that you’ll cover only 
what you want to discuss in your paper and that is further on supported by specific 
evidence. Where do we put thesis statements? And you already know this probably, in the 
first paragraph, of course. The end of the first paragraph, to be more precise. So, you 
want to put them towards the end of the first paragraph so that your reader knows what is 
going to come later on in the body of your paper. The kind of thesis statement you will be 
producing will depend on, of course, the type of paper you’re writing, as I already said. 
Uh, what some people find helpful is maybe to write the whole paper and then go back 
and write the thesis statement. Some people prefer to start with the thesis statement and 
then write the paper. It is going to… It doesn’t matter because it is going to depend on, on 
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you as a writer. What sometimes happens is that people change their thesis statements as 
they’re writing, and that’s perfectly fine to do. As you’re writing, if you see that you need 
to change your thesis statement, please go and do that. So, for us to practice writing thesis 
statements I’d like you to do something for homework and that is going to be to write a 
sample paragraph that is, of course, going to have a very specific and clear thesis 
statement. Here are the topics! Please choose one of these topics and write a very short 
paragraph about it. So, you can choose between “violence in video games”, “sex in 
movies”, “pollution”, “AIDS in Africa” or “teen smoking”. So, one of these topics. Uh, 
your paragraph should be at least five lines long, and please type it up, and bring it to 
class so that we can exchanges paragraphs. You will be actually exchanging paragraphs 
with your partners and commenting on, uh, how you, uh, put your thesis statement 
together and whether you followed any of these tips when you were writing. What is also 
important is to use Times New Roman font 12 and, uh, to have that paper with you when 
you come to class next week. In our Saint Martin’s Handbook, there is a very good 
chapter on thesis statements, and I’d like you to read that for homework too. And what 
we are going to do now is to look at some sample paragraphs from the handbook and 
look at the thesis statements these writers produced. So, let’s go to page 65 and see what 
we have there. 
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APPENDIX E.  POST-VIDEO QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Rating the lecture and the speaker 
 
 
Now that you have carefully watched and listened to the lecture, please rate the lecture 
and the speaker according to the aspects below. Note that the scale ranges from 1 to 9, 
being 1 positive rating and 9 negative rating. 
 
1. Do you know the speaker from before? Yes or no? If yes, please explain. 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Accent 
No accent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very strong accent 
 
3. Speed 
Appropriate speed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very fast 
 
4. Comprehensibility 
Easy to understand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very difficult to 
understand 
 
5. Level of interest of the lecture 
Very interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not interesting at all 
 
6. Usefulness of the lecture 
Very useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not useful at all 
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7. Likeability of the speaker 
Very likeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not likeable 
 
8. Teaching ability of the speaker 
Very good teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not a good teacher 
 
9. Teaching style of the speaker 
Very engaging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not engaging 
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APPENDIX F.  INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
 
ISU IRB ID: 08-061 
EXEMP DATE: February 21, 2008 
Approved by: Kerry Agnitsch 
 
Title of Study:    Nonlanguage factors affecting nonnative undergraduate students’ 
reaction to nonnative teaching assistants 
 
Investigator:      Edna de Freitas Lima 
 
INTRODUCTION: 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the role that language factors such as accent, 
speed, and comprehensibility and nonlanguage factors such as gender, first language, and 
cultural background play on how international undergraduates studying at Iowa State 
University react to international teaching assistants.  
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES: 
The data collection for this study will take place during regular class period when the 
class meets in a computer lab and no extra work will be required. If you agree to 
participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire asking for some 
personal information: age, sex, country of origin, first language, level of English, 
educational background, major, other languages, previous experience with nonnative 
teaching assistants, and length of residence in the U.S. Next, you will watch and listen to 
a four to five-minute lecture given by a teaching assistant and then be asked to rate the 
lecture on eight different aspects on a scale from 1 to 9 (lowest numbers representing 
positive ratings and highest numbers representing negative ratings). The data will be 
collected online through Moodle, and you will receive step-by-step instruction on how to 
sign in to the website and complete the survey. In order to preserve your identity, you 
will be assigned fake IDs during the collection of data, which will take place with the 
presence and guidance of the researcher. 
 
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks from participating in this study. 
 
BENEFITS 
This study will not provide direct benefit to you. It is hoped that the results obtained from 
this study will benefit society by providing researchers, international teaching assistants, 
and educational institutions worldwide with concrete evidence for better training of 
international teaching assistants and better interaction and communication between these 
professionals and native and nonnative undergraduate students. 
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COSTS AND COMPENSATIONS 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study, nor will you be compensated 
for your participation. 
 
PARTICIPATION RIGHTS 
Your participation is this study is completely voluntary. Although it will count as part of 
your regular class activities, if you decide not to take part in the study or leave the study 
early, it will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise 
entitled, and will not affect your grade for this course. However, you are strongly 
encouraged to participate as the main aim of this study is to benefit undergraduate 
students as well as international teaching assistants worldwide. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by 
applicable laws and regulations. Records will not be made publicly available.  However, 
federal government regulatory agencies and the ISU Institutional Review Board (a 
committee that reviews and approves research studies with human subjects) may inspect 
and/or copy your records for quality assurance and analysis.  Such review is designed for 
the safety of research participants, but these records may contain private information.   
 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent allowed by law, the following measures will be 
taken: participants will receive a unique number code that will be used on forms instead 
of their name. The researcher will keep the data until January 1, 2010 before erasure or 
destruction. If the results are published, your identity will remain confidential.   
 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions any time during the study. For further information 
about the study, please contact Edna Lima at (515) 745-0963 or by email at 
ednalima@iastate.edu. You may also contact Dr. Dan Douglas at (515) 294-9365 or at 
dandoug@iastate.edu. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or 
research-related injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, 
IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, Office of Research Assurances, (515) 294-3115, 1138 
Pearson Hall, Ames, IA 50011.  
 
PARTICIPANT’S SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you have voluntarily accepted to participate in this study, 
that the study has been explained to you, that you have received and had time to read this 
form, and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered. If you wish to have a 
copy of this signed form for your records, please ask your instructor.  
 
Participant’s name (printed): 
_____________________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s signature: _______________________________ Date: ____/____/____ 
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INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the 
study and all of their questions have been answered.  It is my opinion that the participant 
understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures that will be followed in this 
study and has voluntarily agreed to participate.    
 
            
 (Signature of Person Requesting Consent)                    (Date) 
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APPENDIX G.  PRINTED DIRECTIONS SHEET 
 
Directions for data collection 
 
You may ask questions or ask for assistance any time during the data collection. Just raise 
your hand, please! 
Please return this sheet to the researcher after you are done. 
 
1. Creating an account on Moodle 
• Please go to http://courses.isucomm.iastate.edu/login/signup.php 
• Fill out the required information 
• For “username”, “name” and “last name”, please use the ID number that has 
been provided to you by the researcher 
• Choose a password of your choice 
• Create the account 
• Check your email for the confirmation and follow the link to confirm the 
account 
• You are ready to log in to Moodle 
• Note: If you already have a Moodle account with a specific email address, 
you’ll need a different email address to open this account 
 
2. Accessing the survey 
• Please go to http://courses.isucomm.iastate.edu/ 
• Click on “miscellaneous courses” 
• Click on “Edna Lima Data Collection Site” 
• Enter the “username” and “password” for the account you have just created 
• The system will ask you for the “enrollment key”: limathesis08. 
 
3. Step 1: Questionnaire 
Please: 
• Open and fill out the “Personal Information Questionnaire” 
• Submit the questionnaire 
• Click on the “continue” button to return to the main page 
• Wait for instructions 
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4. Step 2: Watching the video 
Please: 
• Check if your headphones are installed and if the sound is working properly  
• Adjust the volume to your preference 
• Read the provided information about the speaker before watching the video 
• Watch the video carefully as you will watch it only once. 
• Proceed to “Step 3” 
 
5. Step 3: Post-video Questionnaire 
Right after watching the video, please: 
• Open the questionnaire under “Step 3” 
• Fill out the questionnaire very carefully as your answers will greatly influence 
the results of the study 
• Submit the questionnaire 
• Click on the “continue” button to go back to the main page 
• Thank you! You have finished! You may now log out the website.  
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